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6th January, 1960. COCOM Document 3715.23/4B

COORDINATING COMMITTER

RECORD OF DISCUSSION

on

ITEM 1523 - LINE COMMUNICATION TRANSMISSION EQUIPMENT

15th December 1959

Pregent: Belgium(Iuxembourg), France, Germany, Italy, Jepan, Netherlaﬁda,
United Kingdom, United States. '

References: cocoy Docs. Nos. 3700.2 and 9, 3715.00/1, 3715.23/1 - 3 and W.P.
~ 1523/1.

1. The CHATRMAN invited the Committee to resume discussion on Iten .
1523 end recalled that the German proposal to add an exclusion to sub-—item (&)
of this item had been supvorted by the majority of the Committee (COCOM Doc.
No. 3715.23/2). He explained that the United States Delegation had that very
day submitted a new proposal in COCON Doc. No. 3715.23/3.

2, The GERWAN Delegate stated that he was very disappointed by the
United States proposal in view of the almost unanimous agreement reached on the
Proposal submitted by his Delegation on the 4th Decembeor. He recalled that the
Gérman Delegation hed for seversl years contested the strategic value of certain
efguipment covered by this item, and stressed that they had, in a spirit of com-
promise, considerably reduced the scope of the exclusion they had originally
Proposed. The German Delegation would not under eny circumstances be able to
ag¢cept & prior notification rrocedure for the part of this item which they
wished to exclude.

3. Turning to the United States proposal in detail, the Delegate first
Toferred to sub-parsgreph (1)(a) where it was stated that the equipment should
not operate at frequencies above 60 Kc/s. This would only allow 12 channels in
one direction and should therefore be amended to provide for 108 Kc/s in both
dircctions and in different frequency bandwidths. Referring to sub~paragraph
(d), the Delegate found the wording too vague and felt that it should either be
deleted or made clearer. 4s to sub-paragraph (e) wherc it was stated that no
more than one single lZ-chennel repeater should be provided, the Delegate poin-
ted out that the number of repeaters required depended on the distance to be
covered, and could not be determined beforehand.

4 The Delegate stressed that, since Soviet production of equipment
ineorporating up to 60 channels was emply sufficient, the release of the equip-
ment excluded under the German proposal could not incur any security risk. The
Delegate nevertheless recognised that the Committee might wish to wateh the flow
9f exports, and he was therefore ready to meke one final concession and agree
that the exclusion proposed by his Delegation should take the form of & note
allowing administrative exceptions, This last proposal was obviously subject to
the approval of the delegationg who hLad already supported the previous German
proposal.

5. The UNITED STATES Delegate stated that, as the Committee could see,
the formulae proposed by his Delegation in this instance wes closely related to
that suggested for Item 1520. The question of principle involved in the choice
betweon a prior notification procedure and a system of administrative exceptions
was therefore identical., In reply to the German Delegate's detailed comments on
the United States proposal, the Delegate stated that he could agree gd referen—
dum to the cheange proposed by the German Delegate for sub-paragraph il;(aie As
%0 sub-peragraph (1)(d), the United States Delegation believed that, depending
on the arca, there might be varying degress of possible strategic use for the
equipment concerned. If the installation of such equipment could be envisaged
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in an agriculthrsl area, far from any strategic industry, military installation
or militery communicationsg network, the installation of the same equipment in
areas near missile installations or strategic complexes would entail very great
Tisks. The United States Delegation believed thet in this field Member Govern-
ments should be able to base their decisions on all the information available
from intelligence sources. 4s to sub-paragraph (e), the Delegate explaincd

that the ainm was to ensure that sach station head only one repeater in order to
evoid the large volume of communications which would be made possible by instal-
ling a set of repeaters in one single repeater station.

6; The UNITED KINGDOW Delegute, recalling that he hed already accepted
the Gernan exclusion, agreed to the adninistrative exceptions formula at present
proposed by that Delegation. He noted the very reduced scope of the present
German proposal when cempared with the original one. The United Kingdom Delega~-
tion, for their part, were convinced that this proposal could incur but & ne-
gligible strategic risk and, since the Bloc were not suffering from a critical
shortage in this respect, it was highly uniikely that exports would be put to
strategic use. The Delegate stressed thet the development of the Bloc's comuu-
nications systeus was based on the use of coaxisal cable or radio relays for
which the equipnent freed under the Gerusn proposal would not be appropriate.

In conclusion, the Delegatc stated for this item, as for Item 1501, it was
Possible to make a technical distinetion between strategic and non-strategic
equipnent. Since the German Delegation had established such a distinction, the
United Kingdon Delegation saw no need for the couplicated systenm proposed by

the United States Delegation.

Te The FRENCH Delegute agreed to the latest Germen proposal and noted
that, for this iten as for Item 1520, the question of principle should bhe set-
tled first and foremosts should supplivs of equipuent covered by Item 1523 and
having civilian application be notified to the Comzittee before or after li-
censing ? He confirmed that he was unable to agree to a prior consultation
procedure.

8, The ITALIAN Delegate agreed ad refercndun to the administrative
exceptions systen broposed by Germany.

9 The NETHERLANDS Delegate felt that for Iten 1523 it was not neces=-
sary to nake use of the prior consultation procedure; he therefore sgreed to
the adninistrative exceptions systenm.

10. The GERMAN Delegate sguin stated thet his aunthorities could not
accept the prior consultetion or brior notifieation procedure in the present
instances. He urged the United States Delegation to trensmit his Delegationts
latest concession to their Government and hoped thet the latter would be able
to reconsider their position.

11, The UNITED STATES Delegate explained that his authorities had already
congidered the Possibility of a note allowing administrative exceptions and that,
after the most deliberate cxamination of all the factors involved, they had

reached the conelusion thet such a procedure would not be appropriate for this
i‘tem‘

12. The UNITED STATES Delegate wished to reply to the comments made by
varicus delegations on the Sino-Soviet Bloc supply position as regards certain
items in the communications field. He stressed that the position adopted by his
Government was besed on an extremely thorough study of a considerable volume of
information regerding Sino-Sovict Bloc needs and production. It was this study
which had led the United States Government to conclude that the Comnmunist coun-
tries were suffering from a critical deficiency. The Delegate believed that it
would not be very reasonable to bese an analysis of the Bloc's position and of
the strategic value of the items conccrned on spesmodic exports made by the Bloe
or its satellites, since such exports could have many different causes. The
Delegate feared that the Comuittee did not fully appreciate the strategic im-
vortance of the items under discussion and, without wishing to doubt the concern
of all Member Governuments to protect Free World security, the United States De-
legation noted that the rroblem was not approsched in the seme way by all coun-
tries. They would once more stress that their Government believed that the itens

Approved For Releaﬁs%:CCII{\-E‘BTI;‘)PGZ-00647AOOO100060060-0



For’helease : CIA-RDP62-00647A08€”100060060-0
SECREL Approved -3 - COCOM Document 3715.23/4B

concerned would constitute a vital contribution to the Sino-Soviet Bloc military
potentiel. Western exports would make an appreciable increase in the Bloc's de-
fence and counter-attack pessibilities. This was why the United States Delega~

* tion believed that no exports of this equiprient shculd be made to the Sino-Soviet
Bloc before all Member Governments had had the opportunity of giving their views
in the Committee.

15. The GERMAN Delegate stated thet he found it difficult to agree that
there was a critical shortege of this equipment in the Sino-Soviet Bloc. The
German Government believed that administrative exceptions would only involve a

smell fracticn of communications equipnent and would not therefore entail any
security risk.

14. The CHAIRMAN noted that, in trying to establish a uniform practice

in thé application of its controls under Items 1520, 1523 and 1526, the Committee
had come up against the sane Qifficulty, viz. choosing botween an administrative
exceptions procedure acconpanied by strict conditions - a formuls to which alnost
all delegations agreed - and the wore flexible prior comsultaticn procedure ad-
vocated by one delegation who believed that in this particulerly delicate sphere
each case should be notified to the Comuittee before finel licensing. If it had
not been possible to find a sclution to the key problenm facing the Committee, it
had nevertheless been possible to discover a large measure of unanimous agree-
ment as to certain technical charscteristics and certain conditions which should
help when submitting and cunsidering exception requests. The Chairman asked if
the Committee wished to set a date for the resumption of discussion and hinself
felt that some time should be allowed for wember Governments to re-examine the
natter in the light of the lstest discussions.

15. The FRENCH, GERMAN, ITALIAN, NETHERLANDS and UNITED KINGDOM Delega-
tes wanted to resune discussion on the 1lth or 18th January.

16. The UNITED STATES Delegete believed it preferable to resume discus-—
sion only if Governments were certain that there was a possibility of reaching
agreement beforehand, since, in his view, therc¢ was nothing more to say on these
items. In the United States, the question had been studied at the highest level
and he had no reason to belicve that his Government would be willing to change
their present views. He therefore sugpested that the Committee recognise that
no agreement had been possible on a new definition and that the existing defini-
tion remeined unchanged.

17. The GERMAN Delegate, in reply to hie United States colleague's last
statement, stated that hisg Delegation had just made & further conceasion by adop-
ting an administrative exceptions formula for what had been g pure and simple
exclusion. Although this possibility had already been considered by the United
States authorities, a new factor had arisen: this concession had been officially
broposed and supported by the large majority of the Committes. The Delegate
therefore urged the United States Delegation to transmit to their suthorities

the wish of delegations tc re-exemine the uatter.

i8. The FRENCH, IT4LIAN, JAPANESE and NETHERLANDS Delegates concurred in
the German Delegate's remarks and stresged that if further concessions were nade
on both sides, the Committee uight be able to set up a system of ex post facto
notification on the basis of certain elenents in part 5 of the United Statbes.
Propoasal. .

19. The UNITED STATES Delegate said that, with respect to items as impor—
tant as this, his Government felt that all Menber Governments should be interes—
ted in exposing contemplated exports of any equipment covered by the enbargo to
all the information and advice that other llenber Governments uight be able to
offer.

20. dfter a further exchange of views, the COMMITTEE agreed to resume
discussion on the 25th January, 1960.
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